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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION
A. Summary

The Bureau of Land Management (BLM)ioposing to issua 10-yearlease(#04065%0) for the
White Wolf Allotment (#5060) listedbelowto authorize livestock grazing in accordance with law
and policy described in the Purpose and Need section balghite Wolf Allotment would remain
as perenial base lease

Acres in the allotmentt3,733

Acres of public landi3,633

Acres of private landL00

Kind of livestock: Cattle

Type of grazing: perennial

Season of UseSeptembed5 through February 28

Plan area: Northern and Eastern Mojave Desert([RIEMO)
Current authorized us807 AUMs

Percent Public land billing rate 00%

Acres of Threatened/Endangered Species Critieditat:None
Acresof Wilderness:approximately\2,900 acresin White MountainWilderness Study Area
Identified for Voluntay Relinquishment: No

Within the context of the CDCA Plan as amendatth the Northern and Eastern Mojave Desert

Plan Amendment (NEMOBLM is proposing specific lease terms and conditions to ensure that an
appropriate multiple use balance is maintainedheseallotmens while providing for conservation

in accordance wittNEMO and the associated biological opinidn.addition, BLM may use its

authority to close an area of the allotment to grazing use or take other measures to protect resources
if needel. Therefore, issuance of a fully processed grazing lease with such applicable terms and
conditions Iis necessary to manage the publico
and prevent unnecessary or undue degradation of the lands. (43733®)L

B. Background

In 2007, the grazingleasefor theWhite Wolf Allotment forgrazingdomestic ctle expired at the

end of the 200@razing year (2/28/0). This grazingleasewasrenewed under the authority of

Public Law 106113. The duratioof the grazingeasewasfor ten years and contained the same
terms and conditionas the expiring grazinigase Public Law 106113 required compliance with

all applicable laws and regulations, which include the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
and the Endangered Species Act (ESA). Following the analysis of the environmental imipacts th
grazingleasemaybe approved, canceled, suspended or modified, in whole or in part, to meet the
requirements of such applicable laws and regulations.



C. Tiering to Existing Land Use Plan/EIS

This EA is tiered to th&lEMO Final EIS of January 20P) and provides sitgpecific analysis on

the allotment level. Tiering helps focus this EA more sharply on the significant issues related to
grazing on tis allotment while relying on the EMO analysis for background. Analysis of
environmental issues previouslyrsidered and addressed in tHeENVO plan will be incorporated

by reference. The sigpecific issues analyzed fohiglallotment, as well as the issues thet
incorporated by reference but will not be analyzed in detail, are identified in chapter 3 of this EA.

A summary of the analysis tiered in this EA is as follows:

1. NEMO is an amendment to the California Desert Conservation Area (CDCA) Plan delvelope
expressly to address special status plant and animal species and to establish conservation strategies
for those species within the multiple use context required for the CDCA by section 601 of the
Federal Land Management and Policy Act (FLPMA). As phtth@ conservation strategy BLM
determined which public lands will be available or unavailable for livestock grazing. Livestock
grazing in the CDCA is an economic resource of public lands recognized in section 601 of FLPMA.
In addition to designating landsailable or unavailable for grazing, NEMO/NECO/WEMO
established programmatic management prescriptions including regional land health standards and
guidelines for grazing managemeaidutilization prescriptions for perennial species. This EA
analyzeshie specific application of the programmahanagement prescriptions oENIO and

considers alternative means to achieve the purpose and needealltimens as described in

section C of this chapter.

2. This EA analyzes the range of alternagiVorgrazing consistent with BMO, including a

proposed action and continuation of current management (No Action). A no grazing alternative is
considered to address voluntary relinquishment and subsequent designation of the allotment as
unavailable for grazingChapter 2 of this EA describes the alternatives analyzed in detail and
identifies the alternatives considered but dismissed from detailed consideration.

3. Impacts of livestock grazing weredadssed at a regional level ilEMO. Analysis addressed the
impacts of livestock grazing on a wide range of resource topics, including impacts to air quality, soil,
vegetation, wildlife, cultural resources, wilderness, and secimomic impacts. The regional

analysis is incorporated by reference in this p§3-24 through3-29 & 4-141, NEMO FEIS)but

general discussion of these impacts will not be repeated. The EA analysis will sharply focus on the
specific environmental issues associated with areas where livestock congregate on the allotment,
specific areas ahe allotment which are not meeting land health standards due to grazing, and areas
of special status species or critical habitat that may be adversely affected by grazisg on th
allotment. Discussion of the specific topics analyzed in this EA, as svethar resource topics
addressed regionally but that will be excluded from further analysis in the EA, is contained in
chapter3.

4. NEMO balances conservation with public use, occupancy, and development on a regional level.
For example, Areas of Cical Environmental ConcerndsertWildlife Managemenfress

(DWMA) are established, routes of travel on public lands designated open, limited or closed to
motorized vehicles, and other management prescriptions are provided to guide multiple use
managementVithin the context of the CDCA Plan as amendedNEMO, BLM is proposing

specific lease terms and conditions to ensure that an appropriate multiple use balance is maintained
on theseallotmens while providing for onservation in accordance witrENMO andthe associated
biological opinion. In addition, BLM may use its authority to close an area of the allotment to
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grazing use or take other measures to protect resources if needed. Therefore, issuance of a fully
processed grazing lease with such applica®$ and conditions is necessary to manage the
publicbébs use, occupancy, and devel opment of
degradation of the lands. (43 USC 1732(b)).

D. Purpose and Need for the Proposed Action

The purpose of the pposed action is to complete a s#fgecific evaluation of grazing which
provides informatiorto be analyzed bghe BLM in conformance with implaenting regulations for
the NERA (40 CFR Part 1500), FLPMA, BLM grazing regulations (43 CFR Part 420@) Pulitc
Law 106113 section 325 to determine whether to authorize grazing witisialtbtment and
whether changes to current managenaeatnecessary.

The need for the proposed action is to authorize grdairbis public land grazing allotment in
compliarce with theprescriptiongrescribed in th&lEMO, datedJuly 2002 the Biological Opinion

of the California Desert Conservation Area Plan, dated March 31, 2005, and the proposed Regional
Rangeland Health Standards

E. Plan Conformance

All three alternates analyzed under this EA agebject to the California Desert Conservation Area
Plan (CDCA Plan) 1980 as Amended (August 1999). The proposed actiddo Action

Alternative havebeen determined to be in conformance with this plan as required bytiag (e

CFR 81610.53(a)). The Proposedctionand No Action Alternativevould occur in areas identified

for livestock grazing as indicated in the Livestock Grazing Element in the CDCA Plan 1980 (1999),
pages 56 to 68. The proposed actiod No ActionAlternative areconsistent with the land use
decisions, and goals and objectives listed in the CDCA Plan. The proposed action is consistent with
the CDCA Plan Amendment for tidorthern and Eastemojave Plan(NEMO) as prescribed in
section2.0, (page-29through2-39)

TheWhite Wolf Allotment doesiot meet the Secretary of Interior Approved Rangeland Health
Standards As tablel below indicatesWild Horsesare a reason for not fully meeting Rangeland
Health Standards.

Table 1 Rangeland HealtAssessment

Rangeland Meets Does Not Meet |[Impacts from Remarks
Health Standard Standard Standard Livestock
Yes or No

Soil Permeability

Riparian/Wetland No Nox Weed




X No New stream
Stream Channel (diverted
Morphol ogy
Wild Horse
Native Species X No

Assessment determination completedidgrite Wolf Allotmentin 2008

Rangeland Health Fall Back Standards and Guidelines for LivestocknGramain in effect until
CDD regionalStandards and Guidelinese approved by Secretary.

F. Voluntary Relinquishment

NEMO does not identifyhis allotment for voluntarily relinquishmeniA leseemay request

voluntary relinquishment of theleaseatany time. Becauseithallotmentwasnot identified for
voluntary relinquishmerttowever a plan amendment will be required for subsequent designation of
the allotment as unavailable for livestock graziffgBLM determines that an amendment is not
warranted, the allotmestill remain available for livestock grazing and BLM will consider new
applications fomleaseby qualified applicants.

G. Relationshipto Statutes,Regulationsand Plans

1. Wilderness Study Areas. The White Mountain WildernésgySArea was designated by

Congress in Section 105 of the 1994 California Desert Protection Act (CDPA). The CDPA specifies
that the WSA be administered according to the Section 603(c) provisions of the 1976 Federal Land
Policy and Management Act. Seetio 6 03 (c) directs that WSAs be
to i mpair the suitability of such areas- for p
i mpairmento standard. Il n managing such | ands
unnecessary or undue degradation of the lands and their resources or to afford environmental
protection. o

Specific policies under which BLM manages grazing in Section 603(c) WSAs are found in the BLM
Handbook called the Interim Managment Policy (IMP)lfands Under Wilderness Review-H

85501). The handbook specifies that changes may be allowed in livestock numbers, kind, or season
of use within a WSA, if an Environmental Assessment (EA) finds the effects to be negligible.
Negligible effects do not cae declining conditions or trends in vegetation or soil and do not cause
unneccessary or undue degradation. The environmental assessment must evaluate the effects of the
proposed action on the following parameters and wilderness values: the naturatalkcobtwglition

of the vegetation, the visual condition of the lands and waters, erosion, changes in numbers or
diversity of fish and wildlife, and all wilderness values. The IMP states that the preservation of
wilderness values should paramountin anydecision involving a proposed action or use within a

WSA.

Wilderness values are defined in Section 2(c) of the Wilderness Act and are further defined in
Chapter II(B)(6) of the IMP as encompassing: roadlessness, naturalness, solitude, primitive and
uncorfined recreation, size, as well as ecological and geological and other features of scientific,
educational, scenic, or historical value. BLM must quantify these values in order to insure that
proposed changes do not i nipegpexistediathihe tinee ofeVSA s wi |
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designation. If impacts to any parameter or value exceed the standard of negligible and are
significant, the proposed changes cannot be approved. If impacts to all parameters and values are
less than maximum allowable imgia and cumulative impacts are negligitamporarychanges

may be approved. In these cases, monitoring studies at the conclusion of each grazing season will
be required. If impacts are found to exceed what was anticipated, changes in increaselldbeise wi
reduced or discontinued. germanehincrease, development, or change may be authorized only
after 5 consecutive years of monitoring indicate that impacts have not exceeded the maximum
allowable under IMP guidelines.

Specific guidance with respetct livestock developments grandfathers in the use or maintenance of
preFLPMA, pre1994 livestock development®ew,temporarylivestock developments may be
approved only after completing an Environmental Assessment that concludes they would enhance
wilderness valuesand thus, satisfy the nempairment criteria.New,permanentivestock

developments may be approved only after an Environmental Assessment finding that they would be
substantially unnoticeabla&s well as instrumental in enhancing wildesreslues. New, permanent
developments must not requitetorized acces§the area were to be designated wilderness.

2. State Historic Preservation Office Protocol Amendment for Renewal of Grazing Léases

August 2004and renewed in October 20Qfe State Director, California Bureau of Land
Management and the California State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) addressed the issue of
the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) Section 106 compliance procedures for processing
grazing permiteas® renewals for livestock as defined in 43 CFR 4130.0’he State Director and

the SHPO amended the 2004 State Protocol Agreement between California Bureau of Land
Management and the SHPO with the 2004 Grazing Amendment, Supplemental Procedures for
Livestock Grazing Permitease Renewal

This amendment allows for the renewal of existing graleageas long as the 2004 State Protocol
direction, the BLM 8100 Series Manual Guidelines, and specific amendment direction for planning,
inventory methodology, itral and interested party consultation, evaluation, effect, treatment, and
monitoring stipulations are followed.

The lessee would comply with any future standard protective measures that may be developed for
the protection of cultural resources after ¢benpletion of further allotment inventory and
determination of any additional protection measure needs for significant cultural resources.

3. Regional Rangeland Health Standards and Guidelines for Livestock ManagdineRegional
Standards for Publicand Health and Guidelines for Livestock Management were approved under
theNEMO Plan in July 2002 Implementation of the standards and guidelines cannot occur until the
Secretary of the Interior approves them. Until that time, the nationally develdibedKsstandards

and guidelines would continue as the basis for public land hesddssmentsThese Regional
Standards and Guidelines are listed in AppendiRdngeland Healthssessmermstudies wuld be
conducted and a Determination made, prior éormewal of the next grazing permit/lease.



CHAPTER 2
PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES
A. Proposed Action

This alternative was developed after a review of resource issues and conditions found on the White
Wolf Allotment. Monitoring requirementspitigation measures, and permit terms and conditions
developed in the resolution of issues are being incorporated into this alternative to minimize
potential impacts to resources.

Initially, livestock grazing would be suspended in this allotment urgitdngeland health standards
for native species are methis would primarily be achieved through an increase inpéneent
frequency of perennial grasses.part of this requirement would be samplihglong term trend
plotsand additional range heélalassessmentgithin the next three years.

Once grazing resumes, the season of use and permitted use, including management actions and
stipulations stated below would govern livestock grazing for the remaining period of the ten year
grazing lease.

1. Livestock Numbers and Season of Use

The livestock numbemsnd season of use wouleimain the same aescribedunder the No Action

(Current ManagemenAlternative,see table 4Al so, pl ease see AAffected
ALI vest oc kmeBtforaaaniora thavough Hiscussion pertaining to the grazing management
strategythat wouldcontinue to bemployedunder this alternative

Table 2 Livestock Numbers and Season of Use

Allotment* / Livestock Kind Class From To AUMs
Number Number

White Wolf/ 55 Cattle | Cow/calf | September 1} February 28 307
#05060

* A map of this allotment is contained in Appendix 1.

2. Livestock Management

Livestock management would continessentiallyas described in the Affected Environment section
of the Livestock Grazing element in Chaptesf3his document. Cattle would mnue to be

managed under a singbastureseasonailotation grazing strategyLivestockgrazingmanagement
would minimize the number of water locations available to livesivith a goal of one water

source available to livestock at aoge time), and rotate the water availability, coupled with active
herding, to improve livestock distribution. Also, when opportunity provides, reduce the season of
use while maintaining aeducing the permitted use, to encourage better distribution and increased
rest periods between grazing treatments.

3. Grazing Prescriptions




a. Utilization levels (based on currepte agrotvth by weight, as measured during the grazing
season.) on bkey forage plant species identified on gll®tmentand/or listed in Appendix,2
would be maintainedWhere forage utilization levels reach or exceed these identified thdestie
livestock would be removed from that area or portion of the allotnagrat not allowed to return for
the remainder of the grazing season

b. All mineral supplementsould be placed déast ¥ mile from natural water sources.

c. Actual Use Reports would be submitted by the lessee within 15 days after completing. grazing
These reports would include the number of animals, by pasture and date

d. All grazing would be subject to upper threshold limits to the level of use on key forage species
(see Appendix 2, Proper Use Factors). When monitoring indicates the leveloof listed key

forage species has been reached, the livestock would be removed for that area, pasture or allotment.
The livestock must be moved to a point in which grazing would not continue in those areas reaching
utilization limits.

e. All range Improements would be maintained in functioning condition, all major repairs and
modifications must be approved by BLM prior to initiating the work.

4. Range Improvements

There ares rangeimprovements within the White @f Allotment (See map in appendix. IJywo of
these range improvements are well developments with trougheorralis located at the White

Wolf Well. The wells are located along the east side of the allotméside of WSA.A boundary
fencethat is shared with the Oasis Ranch Allotmerbcated along the south boundary of the
allotment There are also three boundary fences against the Inyo National Forest in Wild Horse,
Toler and McAfee canyonsThe fences in Wild Horse and Toler Canyons may be partially located
within the White Maintain WSA However, vehicle access to these sites are outsédpresent

WSA boundariesThese range improvements support livestock management practices on the
allotment and are routinely maintained to ensure properly functioning condiem Chaptes,
Livestock Management for a description of maintenance actions that would occur to maintain these
improvements in functioning conditiolNo new improvements would be recommended under this
alternative.

5. Monitoring

The rangeland monitoring this allotmentwould continue as described in the Chapter 3, Affected
Environment, under Livestock Grazing. The focustofdieswould be tomonitor short term issues
including utilization studiesand long term changes wittend studiesRangeland Health
Assessmentsould also continue to assess compliance with standards

The use of short term monitoring is a tool to gauge the cause and effect of the current authorization.
This type of monitoring consists of actual use, current climatic conditions andlkbetion of

utilization data. This type of data would be collected on a yearly basis at minimum. The collection
of utilization data should be triggered by the growing season of key species and correlate with the
phenology of key specieterim utilization studies will be conducted at least twice during the

grazing season so as to insure that utilization levels are not exceeded. Final utilization studies will
be conducted between two weeks from the end of the grazing period to prior testteofmew

spring growth the following year.
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The collection of long term monitoring data typically occurs every ten ydaend data, is used to
determine long termhangesnd effecs of long term grazing strategies. Trend data would continue
to be collectedising the current quadrat frequency and line intercept techniques.

6. Regional Rangeland Health Standards

The collection of indicators of rangeland health information is a qualitative method that requires the
formation of an interdisciplinary teamabhmakes observations of various indicators to determine the
health of rangelands and the achievement of regional standards of rangeland health. This process is
also a long termstudy, and typically occurs evetgn years

With the recent approval of tidorthern and Easte Mojave Plan amendment (NEMO), and once
the Secretary approval is givehe RegionalStandards: Guidelinesare incorporated into i
grazinglease and management practiséhout further notice. Until such time, the National
Fallback Standards and Guidelines will be followd&tangeland health inventory studies will be
conducted and a Determination made, prior to the renewal of the next grazingSeas&ppendix 4
for regionaland nationastandards and guidelines.

B. NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE
This alternativeconsists of maintaining current management practices

1. Livestock Numbers and Season of Use

Table 3 Livestock Numbers and Season of Use

Allotment/ Livestock Livestock Season of Use AUMs
Number Number Kind

White Wolf/ 55 Cattle Septembel5 307
#0500 To February 28

2. LivestockManagement

Livestock management would continue as described in the Affected Environment section of this
document. Cattle would continue to be managed unsi@géepastureseasoniagrazing strategy.
(See Chapter 3, Livestock Grazjmgffected Environment.)

3. Range Improvements

There are 6 range improvements within the White Wolf Allotment (See map in appendix 1). Two of
these range improvements are well developments withhisough corral is located at the White

Wolf Well. The wells are located along the east side of the allotment outside of YWBdundary

fence that is shared with the Oasis Ranch Allotment is located along the south boundary of the
allotment. There ardsod three boundary fences against the Inyo National Forest in Wild Horse,
Toler and McAfee canyonsThe fences in Wild Horse and Toler Canyons may be partially located
within the White Mountain WSA. However, vehicle access to these sites are tepdesent

WSA boundariesThese range improvements support livestock management practices on the
allotment and are routinely maintained to ensure properly functioning condition. See Chapter 3,
Livestock Management for a description of maintenance actasvould occur to maintain these
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improvements in functioning conditiolNo new improvements would be recommended under this
alternative.

4. Monitoring
Same as for the Proposed Action

5. Fallback Rangeland Health Standards and Guidelines

TheFall Back Standardsvould be used. See Appendix 4, Part II.

C. NO GRAZING ALTERNATI VE

This alternative wouldiot renew thdéease orthis allotment As a result, grazing would not continue
in this area Thiswould be a permanemthange The BLM would initate a process in accordance
with the 4100 regulations to permanently eliminate grazing on the allotment.

CHAPTER 3: ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS

A. Livestock Grazing

1. Affected Environment

Table 4. Livestock Numbers and Season of lUSairrent Management

Allotment/ Livestock Livestock Season of Use AUMs
Number Number Kind

White Wolf/ 55 Cattle September 15 307
#05060 To February 28

Table 5 LivestockActual Use Levels over the Past Ten Yegk&/Ms)

1997 11998 | 1999 | 2000 | 2001 | 2002 | 2003 | 2004 | 2006 | 2006

Actual | O 309 0 309 0 0 0 0 0 0
Use
Non 307 0 307 0 307 307 307 307 307 307
Use

Total | 307 |[309 |307 |309 |307 |307 |307 |307 |307 |307
AUMs

Background:
White Wolf Allotment is located in Fish Lake Valley south of Dyer, Nevada on the California side

of the state line. The allotment is bounded on the west by the Inyo National Forest, on the south by
the Oasis Ranch Allotment, on the east by the California/Nevada state line, and on the north by Fish
Lake Valley Allotment. Topographically about 90% of giletment lies in the valley with the rest

in the low foothills of the White Mountains. The vegetation is primarily in the Great Basin Mixed
Scrub community. Forage plants include Budsdgteesia spinescendVinter Fat
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(Krascheninnikovia lanafa Mormon Tea Ephedra nevadengisand Indian Rice Grass
(Achnatherum hymenoides

Livestock Management:

Livestock are managed using a singg@sorgrazing strategy. The lesskst grazes in the southern
portion of the allotment near the state line mglkuse of White Wolf Well. Once this area is grazed
he moves the cattle north, turns off White Wolf Well and makes use of Wright Well.

Range Improvements:

There are 6 range improvements within the White Wolf Allotment (See map in appendix 1). Two of
these range improvements are well developments with troughs. A corral is located at the White
Wolf Well. The wells are located along the east side of the allotment outside of YWBdundary

fence that is shared with the Oasis Ranch Allotment is ld@tag the south boundary of the
allotment. There are also three boundary fences against the Inyo National Forest in Wild Horse,
Toler and McAfee canyons. The fences in Wild Horse and Toler Canyons may be dac#égd

within the White Mountain WSAHowever, vehicleccess to these sitesoistside the present WSA
boundariesTheserange improvements support livestock management practices on the allotment and
are routinely maintained to ensure properly functioning condition. See Chapter 3, livestoc
Management for a description of maintenance actions that would occur to maintain these
improvements in functioning conditionThese maintenance actions include:

a. Well repairsi the use of specialized vehicles may be necessary to pull submersiigs. ptihe
vast majority of repairs would require access by motorized vehicles, using mechanized equipment.

b. Fence repairsAlthough much of the minor repairs to fences can be done by foot or horseback,
major repairs to fence lines may require vehatdeessVehicle routes exist to all sites requiring
maintenanceUp to two pickup trucks could be used to support maintenance and repairs by
transporting labor, materials, and equipment.

c. Corral repairs The replacement of posts by digging up tarich wide holes, up to three feet

deep by use of harlteld auger, or augur on the back of a skip loader or tractor. Replacement of
corral panels as well as repairs to the water trough and associated pipeline through digging and/or
trenching to find leaksral replace pipelines could occur.

Table 68 Existing Range Improvements:

Project Name, and Number Within Wilderness Functioning /
or WSA Not Functioning
White Wolf Well, 5227 NO Functioning
Wrightdéds Well, 5236 NO Functioning
Oasis Drift Fencé& Cattleguard, 5495 NO Functioning
McAfee Drift Fence 5461 NO Not Functioning
Toler Drift Fence 54612 Yes Partially Unknown
Wild Horse Drift Fence54613 Yes Partially Unknown

2. Environmental Consequences



a. Impacts of the Proposedcfion

Grazing would be suspended on the allotment until forage grasses recover (approxifigteirs
resulting in the lessee having a less flexible grazingatioer. However, the lesseses this
allotment sporadically and it is thought that the impactheatazing operation will not be critical
over this span of time. HeRegional Standards and Guidelivesuld be instituted to replace the
Fallback Standards and Guidelines.

b. Impacts of No Action

Grazing would be suspended on the allotment until togagsses recover (approximately $ears)
resulting in the lessee having a less flexible grazing operation. However, the lessee uses this
allotment sporadically and it is thought that the impacts to the grazing operation will not be critical
over this pan of time.

c. Impacts of No Grazing

The cancellation of grazing on the allotment would result in the lessee having a léds §eazing
operation to contendith unforeseen grazing conditions.

B. AIR and CLIMATE
AIR QUALITY
1. Affected Environment

Air pollutants occur as gaseous and particulate mater that is emitted into the air. Air pollutants are
very fleeting in the desert due to the constant air movement. Moving air constantly disperses air
pollutants from their source and dilutesrthdn addition, the interaction between pollutants, affects

of moisture and sunshine generally modify most pollutants over time. Some form particulates and
fall as dry deposition others fall witd the r
source and accumulate over time (ARB 2001a and 2003a, Calkins 1994, DeSalveo 2003, Ono 2000,
Paxton 1993, SCAQMD 1993b and USDI BLM 1999a, 2001 and 2006a).

The allotment falls within th&reat Basins ValleyAir Basin. The management/enforcementhf t

air quality standards falls on several different jurisdictions. The USEPA (United States
Environmental Protection Agency) has the primary responsibilities under the Federal Clean Air Act.
The USEPA had transferred a number of responsibilities todtessind in most cases, regional air
guality management districts. The regional Great Basin Unified Air Pollution Control District
(GBUAPCD) has jurisdiction over point and area sourcélsarallotment.Air quality throughout

the allotment area is geradly good. There are, however, times that portions of the area have not
meet state air quality standards for f8llue to locally generated and/or transported in pollutants.

2. Environmental Consequences:

a. Impacts of the Proposed Action

Emissions opollutants as a result of the proposed action would be from cattle movements the
movement of vehicles used for cattle management and maintenance of range improvéenesets.
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emissions would not occur until cattle return to the allotm@mazing relatedPM;o emission levels

are not considered significant in the region. No significant offsite impacts are anticipated. These
overall emissions would be very small and are clearly deminimus. No conformity analysis or
determination is necessary because ttseen® federal nonattainment area

b. Impacts of No Action Alternative

Impacts to air quality as a result of the No Action Alternative would be the same as the Proposed
Action.

c. Impacts of No Grazing

No impacts to air would occur as a result of grgactivities.
CLIMATE

Affected Environment

The White Wolf Allotment lies above 5000 feet elevation at the western edge of the Great Basin.
The White Mountains form the western edge of the area and effectively block many of the climatic
influences fom the west. As a result, the climate in the area is highly influenced by the Great Basin
regions to the north and east. The climate for the area is best characterized as a cold desert. The
various sites within the allotment have their own microclimdtastors such as slope, aspect, and
elevation can cause local variations in site specific winds, temperatures and rainfall. These local
variations are to the regional climate with its familiar cycles of rainfall, snowfall, draughts and
extreme temperatuse There is a NOAA weather station located in Dyer, Nevauaniles north

of the allotment. It has records dating back to 1948 which are applicablevithites\Wolf

Allotment. According to the records, every month of the year except August hateckbetow

freezing temperatures. In addition, the records indicate that low temperatures below O degrees F
have been recorded 5 months of the year, November through March. Temperaturéd0elow
degrees F have occurred in November, December, Januafebndary. The lowest temperature
recorded wa$23 degrees F recorded in February 1989. The mean temperature for the area is 51.7
degrees and the highest temperature recorded is 107 degrees F. The mean precipitation for the
station is 5 inches. The pipitation has ranged between 8.48 and 1.78 with a standard deviation of
1.9 inches. The data shows that the precipitation is nearly equally distributed throughout each month
of the year. In 2007, there has been little rainfall since April resultinginutrent draught (see

table?).
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Ongoing scientific research has identified the potential effectsofad | ed figr eenhouse
emissions (including carbon dioxig€0,); methane; nitrous oxide; water vapor; and several trace
gasses) on global cliame. Through complex interactions on a regional and global scale, these GHG
emissions cause a net warming effect of the atmosphere, making surface temperatures suitable for
life on earth, primarily by decreasing the amount of heat energy radiated bytthbagz into

space. Although GHG levels have varied for millennia, with corresponding variations in climatic
conditions, recent industrialization and burning of fossil carbon sources have caysed CO
concentrations to increase dramatically, and are lilkebpntribute to overall climatic changes,

typically referred to as global warming. Increasing€@ncentrations also lead to preferential
fertilization and growth of specific plant species.

The assessment of GHG emissions and climate change i$dmittive phase, and it is not yet

possible to know with confidence the net impact to climate. Observed climatic changes may be
caused by GHG emissions, or may reflect natural fluctuations (U.S. GAO 2007). We know that in
the past the earth has gone thgl a number of ice ages with periods of warming and droughts
between the periods. The most recent Ice Age ended around 13,000 years ago and the climate has
warmed and dried since then. The warming and drying has not been continuous. As recently as
2500years ago, the Owens river flowed into Searles Lake even though it had ceased for some time.
Around 900 AD a 200 year drought nearly dried up Mono Lake (called the Medieval Oscillation).
The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC, 2007) iecemtlo nc | uded t hat
the climate system is unequivocal 0o and fAMost
temperatures since the rri2®th century is very likely due to the observed increase in anthropogenic
[man-made] greenhouse gas concenmtratn s . 0
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Global mean surface temperatures have increased nearly 1.0°C (1.8°F) from 1890 to 2006 (Goddard
Institute for Space Studies, 2007). However, both observations and predictive models indicate that
average temperature changes are likely to be grieatiee Northern Hemisphere. The data indicated
that northern latitudes (above 24° N ) have exhibited temperature increases of nearly 1.2°C (2.1°F)
since 1900, with nearly a 1.0°C (1.8°F) increase since 1970 alone. Without additional
meteorological momoring systems, it is difficult to determine the spatial and temporal variability

and change of climatic conditions, but increasing concentrations of GHG are likely to accelerate the
rate of climate change. In 2001, the IPCC indicated that by the ye@yrd@abal average surface
temperatures will rise 1.4 to 5.8°C (2.5 to 10.4°F) above 1990 levels. The National Academy of
Sciences (2006) has confirmed these findings, but also indicated there are uncertainties how climate
change will affect different reghs. Computer model predictions indicate that increases in

temperature will not be equally distributed, but are likely to be accentuated at higher latitudes.
Warming during the winter months is expected to be higher than during the summer.

An analysis othe Dyer, NV temperature data from 1954 (first year with complete data) to 2006
shows that the mean temperature has risen nearly 2 degrees F during that period of tim&)(table c
A check of surrounding stations noted a similar trend. This matchescteases noted in the

literature. Analyses of precipitation data for the same period of time indicates that the precipitation
has stayed relatively the same.
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2. Environmental Consequences

a.Impacts of Proposed Action
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The U.S. Department of Interi¢2001) issued orders to include global climate change in connection
with planning efforts. It is questionable whether permit renewals fall within the order, but the point

is moot as noted by the General Accounting Office (GAO) (2007). The GAO, indpent, noted

that there has been no guidance issued as to how to implement the order. They also note that there i
insufficient site specific information to allow managers to plan for climate change. It is generally
accepted that there has been an esean the rate of temperature increase and the likely cause is an
increase in (GHG) especially GOLivestock consumes vegetation and give ofb @l other

GHG. The natural decompositiohvegetation also produces similar GHGs. The volume of GHG
produced by cattle in th@vhite Wolf Allotment beyond background natural emissions is likely very
small and the proposed cattle grazing will have little influence on the Global Clifineteise of

vehicles to manage cattle and maintain range improvementgradgliice very small amounts of

GHG. The effect of climate change on other resources is addressed in the resource specific sections

b. Impacts of No Action Alternative

Similar to the Proposed Action

c. Impacts of No Grazing Alternative:

There would b&o impact to climate from livestock grazing in twhite Wolf Allotment.

C. BIOLOGICAL SOIL CRUSTS
1. Affected Environment

The open space between higher plants is not generally bare of all life. Highly specialized organisms
can make up a surfacemmunity consisting of cyanobacteria, green algae, lichens, mosses,
microfungi and other bacteria. Soils with these crusts are often referred to as cryptogamic soils
(USDI BLM 2001 and Belnap and Lange 2003). According to Belnap and Lange (2003), the Great
Basin is a cold desert where Low winter temperatures result in frequent soil freezing and the crusts
generally have a rolling morphology. The Great Basin soil crusts differ from other desert regions in
that the crusts are heavily dominated by lichensmaoskes. Belnap and Lange (2003) identifies

over 125 species of cyanobacteria, green algae, lichen, mosses and liverworsts that are common in
the Great Basin soils.

Biological soil crusts were found to occur over all of the allotment. Sampling condsqgbedit af

rangeland health assessments found complex biological crusts that were intact and met standards at
all upland health assessment sites. The health assessments document the widespread occurrence of
complex soil crust communities consisting of nessdichens, green algae and cyanobacteria. The
crusts range from less complex crusts along the valley floor associated with very fine textured soils

to very complex crusts on the fans with their coarse soils. Broken crusts were noted along roads and
catle trails. Range health assessments were conducted over a number of allotments in the Fish Lake
Valley where observations were made on biological soil crusts. There did not appear to be any
negative changes to the crust community as a result of climatge. The 2007 health assessments
found complex well developed crusts even at sites which did not have noted crusts200999S

BLM 2007). Many of the biological crust species are not mobile and cannot survive burial. These
species are easily daneyby livestock grazing (Belnap and Lange 2003, and USDI BLM 2001b).

The wide spread occurrence of these sensitive crust species indicates that the sites are in good
condition.
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2. Environmental Consequences

a. Impacts of Proposed Action

The current mlogical crust community consists of diverse species and is in good condition. This
allotment has been grazed forovertne ndr ed years. The soil Crust
effects from the current grazing use. As the proposed action wauid irenocattlegrazing until

vegetation targets are met, there would beattiegrazing related impacts to biological crusts

during that time. After that, grazing would return in a similar manner to current management and

the expected impacts woule@ Bimilar to the current situation. Based on current observations, this

would continue to result in satisfactory biological crust communities. The maintenance of range
improvements would effect very small areas for very short periods of time and hguarecable

impact to biological crusts.

b. Impacts of No Action Alternative

Similar to Proposed Action

c. Impacts of No Grazing Alternative:

There would be no impact to crusts from cattle grazing. This would not likely to result in any
changes to #crust community as it is already intact and contains multiple species.

D. CULTURAL RESOURCES
1. Affected Environment

This allotment lies generally west of California State Highways 266 and Nevada State Highway
264, and east of the foothills of thel¥e Mountainsin the extreme northern sectorkith Lake
Valley in California Five cultural resource studies has been completed within the public land
parcels associated withis allotment. A total of 56 acres (less thén)bf the allotment's puldi
lands have been surveyed for cultural resources.

A total of 11 archeological sites, one nudtimponent, fouprehistoriclithic scatters, and six
historichave been recorded within the étinent. Most of these sitegere recorded during 2004 by
BLM while surveying the Furnace Creek road alignmeXg.part of that investigation, 10 of these
sites were formally evaluated for their eligibility to the National Register of Historic Places
(NRHP). Four sites, a muktomponent site, an historic metal andod water pipeline, antivo

lithic scatter sites were determined eligibility, while the other six, mostgnt era trastiumps

were determined to be neligible.

When they were recorded, the site forms for all of these sites did not contain anyrgsternder
the Current Conditiorsections that disturbances being caused by livestock grazing were observed.
The probability of any such disturbances occurring since they were recorded is considered to be low.

2. Environmental Consequences

a. Impacts & Proposed Action Alternative
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Under the proposed action, there woulchbechange to cultural resouns&nagement components

of the California Desert Conservation Area Plan as amended. Cattle grazing would continue at
current levels pursuant to planniagd management prescriptions. Proposed range improvements
and changes in approved management plans would be reviewed pursuant to Section 106 of the
National Historic Preservation Act as implemented inStee Protocol Agreement between the
California Sate Director of the Bureau of Land Management and the California State Historic
Preservation Officer Regarding the Manner in which the Bureau of Land Management will meet Its
Responsibilities under the National Historic Preservation @ctober 2004, (heinafter referred to

as theProtocol) and the Supplemental Procedures for Livestock Grazing Permit/Lease Renewals,
August 2004, (hereinafter referred to as$upplement

The proposed alternative would continue livestock grazing in accordance withtcuereagement
plans. The threats to cultural properties would continue, but would not change significantly from
current levels. Under the proposed alternative BLM would continue to implement the procedures
outlined in theSupplemento identify historicproperties that may be affected by livestock grazing.
Where conflicts between livestock grazing and significant cultural properties are identified, BLM
would implement the appropriate Standard Protective Measures specifiedimpiiementor in

cases Were conflicts cannot be resolved, the BLM wotdaisult with the California State Historic
Preservation Officer pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act and the
Protocol

The Permittee would also be required by term of the gggzemmit to perform normal maintenance

on all range improvements located within the Allotment, including occasional repair of fences. This
normal maintenance, whether it would be walking along the fencelines using hand tools to repair
broken wire strandsgplacement of individual posts and side boards at corrals; or replacing broken
water pipe sections, on an as needé@n needed basis; are allowed without the need for further
heritage compliance review by one of the Exemption clauses contained intheoPs Appendix

D: Activity A-34: "Modification of existing fences, gates, grills or screens".

b. Impacts of the No Action Alternative

Grazing has occurred in the California Desert sincertide19" Century. Our knowledge and
understanding about tleffects of livestock grazing on cultural properties is limited for the

California Desert, but studies of grazing impacts have been reported for other areas in California and
the Great Basin region. The primary threats from grazing behavior would bealtwratfacts and

site integrity resulting from the breakage, chipping, and displacement of artifacts, which might
compromise the context and information potential of a historic property. Grazing threats to cultural
properties would be greatest in aredeere cattle congregate around springs, watercourses, shade

and salt licks.

The analysis and threats to cultural properties would be the same as the Proposed Action alternative.
Under the No Action alternative, there wouldrizechange to cultural resm@management

components of the California Desert Conservation Area Plan as amended. Cattle grazing would
continue at current levels pursuant to planning and management prescriptions. Proposed range
improvements and changes in approved management pbard ke reviewed pursuant to Section

106 of the National Historic Preservation Act as implemented iRtbcoland theSupplement

As with the Proposed Action Alternative, livestock grazing would be limited in the vicinity of these
eleven histori@roperties until an assessment of effects can be completed in accordance with
procedures outlined in tigupplement Under the no action alternative BLM would continue to
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implement the procedures outlined in Bigpplemento identify historic properties thatay be
affected by livestock grazing. Where conflicts between livestock grazing and significant cultural
properties are identified, BLM would implement the appropriate Standard Protective Measures
specified in theSupplementor in cases where confliatannot be resolved, the BLM would consult
with the California State Historic Preservation Officer pursuant to Section 106 of the National
Historic Preservation Act and tiRrotocol

c. Impacts of the No Grazing Alternative

Implementation of this altertige would eliminate the tieats from grazing to theevenknown and
recorded #es located within the boundariekthe allotmerg

E. ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE

1. Affected Environment

The grazingallotment being analyzed iscated in ruraMono Courty. The ruralareas of this

county areypically occupied by moderate to lewwcome households. The lessee that hold the

grazing lease for the allotment being analyzed typically have moderate incomes. Seasonal laborers
that may be hired by the lesseemngrally come from lovincome households.

2. Environmental Consequences

a. Impacts of Proposefiction and No Action Alternative

The implementation of the proposed action would have an affect but not a disproportionate affect on
low-income or minority ppulationdiving on or near the allotmeibkeing analyzed.

The gramg of livestock in ruraMono County has been a common practice for over 100 years.
Typically, ranching has been performed by persons of low to moderate income, and may or may not
be corsidered a minority. There are no Native American communities on or near any of the
allotments being analyzed

b. Impacts ofNo GrazingAlternative

Under the no grazing alternative there would be an affect but not a disproportionate affect with
respect tdow-incomeor minority populationsThe loss of livestock grazing in rursllono county
could result in the loss of seasonal employment to a very small componentinEtome or

minority populations.

F. FARMLANDS, PRIME OR UNIQUE

1. Affected Environment

The proposed action and the alternatives would have no affect on unique or primedargeause
there are no lands so designated in the allotment.

G. FLOOD PLAINS
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1. Affected Environment

Flood plains are associated with all of the main drainages in the allotment. Alluvial fans occur at the
mouth of nearly all drainages. Floods etgein recent years closed the highway through the Fish

Lake Valley. Most of the flood events are associated with summer thunderstorm events. These large
events tend to be localized events which may drop over 4 inches of rain in a short time. The very
large events may have a return interval of5®byears. These large events are a result of high

intensity storms and are little affected by cultural practices in the watershed.

2. Environmental Consequences

a. Impacts of Proposed Action:

The proposed aicin could result in some impacts in flood plains. The fences constructed across
flood plains would be susceptible to damages from floods, but would not likely to influence future
flood events. The loss of existing and future structural range improvemdiatsd plains would

continue at irregular intervals in the future. Such damage would be limited and could be repaired by
normal maintenance activities. Flood events where the flows exceed bank full flows and move onto
the floodplain generally occur asresult of large summer thunderstorms where the cultural practices
such as grazing have little influence on flood size.

b. Impacts of No Action:
Similar to the proposed action.
c. Impacts of No Grazing

Similar to the proposed action.

H. INVASIVE, NON-NATIVE SPECIES
1. Affected Environment

Peter Rowlands et al. (1982) in Brooks (1998) notes that alien species comprise a relatively small
portion of the flora in the deserts. They indicate that there approximately 1836 species of vascular
plants h the California portion of the desert of which 156 (9%) are alien to the region. This
compares to the global average of 16% alien plants (Rowlands et al. 1982). Rangeland health
evaluations completed in the White Wolf Allotment identified 4 speciesmwhative/invasive

species in the area. Species identified incidaleny brome (cheat gras®§romus tectorum

Russian thistleSalsola traguy Halogeton lalogeton glomeratysandsalt cedar (Tamarix spp.).

The populations of Halogeton and salt cedareasnew populations and were located while

conducting rangeland health assessments. Both populations are small and are located along the roac
near the mouth of McAfee Creek. The native species can be classified into three general

groups.

The firstgroup is invasive, nenative plants which are common across the landscape. Species in

this group are common across the desert and many are common in surrounding bioregions as well. In
this allotment, these species occur in small spotty populations atitt@ent and combined, they
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generally constitute less than 2 % of the total cover. Species in this group idchaae brome
(cheat grass)None of the species in this group are classified as noxious weeds.

The secon@roup of invasive, nonative speies is also common in the desert, bugaserally more
restricted in the habitats they occupy. Normally this group is limited to road sides, some washes and
other highly modified sites where there is little competition from other plants and water tcatesen

to provide late season soil moisture. Adequate soil moisture in the late spring and summer is
important for these species. The Great Basin climate in the Fish Lake Valley typically has moisture
distributed through the year. The Esmeralda CouailyShirvey (NRCS 1998) notes that summer
thunder storms can result is 10 to 20 days of soil moisture between July and October. When this
happens, Russian thistle becomes common across the landscape. In years like 2007 where there wa:
no springsummer rai, Russian thistle was nearly non existent. d¢murrencef Russian thistle is

very episodic and does not seem to be tied to livestock activity. Russian thistle is the only
representative of this group in this allotment. It is a listed noxious weedl lRaintenance

practices and equipment play a strong role in maintaining the site disturbance and in spreading seeds
of these type species. Russian thistle has the additional ability to spread across the landscape
because the plant will break off fromethoots and roll across the landscape spreading the seeds.

There is a future concern for Moroccan must&ihgsica tourenefortlj Mediterranean mustard
(Hirschfedia incanaand black mustardfassica nigra which are spreading along road corridors in

the region

The thirdgroup of invasive nomative species ispecies which occur as a series of specific

infestations at specific sites. All of these species are listed noxious weeds and have active control
efforts in placeHalogetona RED listed noxiosiweed occursalong side the road just out from the
mouth of McAfee Creek. The site occupies less than one acre and control efforts have already been
started. Several salt cedars were also found nearby in the riparian zone. None of these infestations
are the result of or affected by cattle grazing as cattle have not grazed on the site for over seven
years.

Early detection is a major tool in the management of invasivaiative specied-or that reason,
the Ridgecrest Field Office Integrated Weed Mgeraent Plan includes detection and prevention
plans (USDI BLM 2006b) which are being carried out.

b. Environmental Consequences

a. Impacts of Proposed Action

As a generalization, livestock grazing has the potential to influence invasivaatioa pecies

several ways. These possible influences could include transporting new species in from other
regions, moving seeds from infested sites within the allotment to non infested sites and by modifying
sites to be more favorable to invasive, imative sgcies. The movement and introduction of new
species as a result of livestock grazing in the White Wolf Allotment has a low probability due to
several reasons. The cattle spend their lives on the adjacent private ranch lands or on the adjacent
public lang which minimizes the chance of bringing in new species. Most existing invasive, non
native species are widespread and have been for a long time. Current livestock management is
unlikely to cause any additional spread as most of these species ocomostef the region

already. The halogeton occurs as a single small isolated population and it will have aggressive
control efforts by both the county and BLM due to its RED listing. That along with the exclusion of
grazing for several years will minimizkeé potential spread of halogeton due to cattle. The salt

cedar is not related to cattle grazing and it will be removed in the future also. There are few intense
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use sites that could provide a more favorable environment for the invasiveainam speas and

the proposed action would not result in the creation of any new sites. Observations at watering and
corral sites where animals concentrate have noted a dominance of bare ground or the more weedy
species from the surrounding area rather than asimvaf new nomative invasive species.
Maintenance of the existing range improvements would have little impact on invasimatnen

species

b. Impacts of No Action Alternative

Same as Proposed Action

c. Impacts of No Grazing Alternative

There would not be any expected changes in vegetation composition on an overall basis (Sanders
(1992) and Johnson and Meyeux (1992)). Some high impact type sites may increase their perennial
cover. Standing biomass levels could increase. Based on curremirégerad observations of areas
which are not grazed, selecting the no grazing alternative would not be expected to result in any
appreciable changes in the occurrence of current invasivejate species. Grazing would cease

to be a factor in nonative, invasive species management, but themaiive, invasive species

would continue to be a concern in the area.

I. NATIVE AMERICAN CONCERNS
1. Affected Environment

The area etompassed by th&hite Wolf allotment was inhabited at historic contagtdmall
family based communities of Paidtadians. These people have family and cultural ties with
both California and Great Basin Native American communities. They occupied an area that
included therish Lake, Valley, Eureka Valley, Saline Vall&éwers Valley, andaroundOwens
Lake. There are four federally recognized tribes, all within the Owens Valley, at Bishop, Big
Pine, Fort Independence, and Lone Pine.

The Western Shoshone occupied territory within the northern Mohave Desert, including portions
of the Eureka and Saline Valleys on the southern edge of the allotflea{Timbisha Shoshone
Tribe of Death Valley is a federally recognized tribe that represents the interest of these Native
peoples.

2. Environmental Consequences

a. Impacts of Propsed Action Alternative

The Paiute and Shoshone people through the consultation process have not indicated there are
any issues conceing the renewal of thgrazinglease

b. Impacts of No Action Alternative

The Paiute and Shoshone people througltdimsultation process have not indicated there are
any issues conceing the renewal of thgrazinglease

c. Impacts of No Grazing Alternative
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This alternative woul@liminate an activity that has been considered a continuatite of
historic use of th area.

2. Environmental Consequences

a. Impacts of Proposed Action Alternative

Consultation with Native Americans has been condudteshg November 200# determine
whether or not there may be significant effects and impacts to tribally impatatibhs and
resources associated with the Proposed Action. No specific information was offered though by
the five Tribes.

b. Impacts of No Action Alternative

Consultation with Native Americans has been condudteshg November 200# determine
whetter or not there may be effects and impacts to tribally important locations and resources
associated with the No Action Alternative, which represents the current allotment management
practices. No specific information was offered though by the five Tribes.

c. Impacts of No Grazing Alternative

There are no impacts likely to occur under this alternalikies alternative would also eliminate
an activity thathas been considered a continuation of the historic ube @irea

J. RECREATION

1. Affected Environment

The public lands located within th&hite Wolf dlotment provides a wide range of outdoor
recreation opportunities and experiences. Recreation activities inecludeet drive and dual sport
motorcycle touring; mountain biking; upland gamelardi mule deer hunting; birding and other
forms of nature study; dispersed camping; visiting historic and prehistoric cultural sites; pine nut
gathering and rock hounding; horseback riding; and wilderness hiking and backpacking

The western 1/3 of this pject area is within the White Mountains Wilderness Study Area. See the
Wilderness section in the environmental assessment for specific comments related to wilderness
values. Motorized recreation in the region is limitethesdesignatedoad and trail sstem.

2. Environmental Consequences

a Impacts of Proposed Actiaand No Action Alternative

While participating in casual and permitted recreational pursuits participants may encounter such
range improvements as fence lines, closed gates, cattlegocana@ds and water developments as

well as encountering herds of cattle on the public lands. While range improvements such as closed
gates and cattleguards may delay ones recreational pursuits these impediments do not create a
significant impact on recedional opportunitieslt is recognized that some recreationalist find the
presence of cattle on public lands as inappropriateyerselyto other visitorsthe sighting of
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